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In the Matter of

Petition of the Connecticut Department
of Public Utility Control to Retain
Regulatory Control of the Rates of
Wholesale Cellular Providers in the
State of Connecticut

SUPPLEMENTAL REPLY COMMENTS OF
SPRlNGWJCH CELLULAR LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

Springwich Cellular Limited Partnership ("Springwich"), by its undersigned counsel and

pursuant to the Order ofthe Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, DA 95-348 (released February

24, 1995), hereby files its Supplemental Reply Comments in the above-captioned docket.

Springwich submits its Reply in response to the Supplemental Comments filed by the Attorney

General of the State of Connecticut ("AG") and by Connecticut Telephone and Communications

Systems, Inc. and Connecticut MobileCom, Inc. ("Resellers") on March 10, 1995.

This supplemental comment process was established by the Bureau to permit parties to

comment upon certain confidential materials submitted by the Connecticut Department of Public

Utility Control ("DPUC") on January 20, 1995. Second Confidentiality Order, DA 95-208, PR

Docket Nos. 94-103, 94-105, 94-106, and 94-108, pp. 21-22 (released February 9, 1995). The

Supplemental Comments filed by the Resellers and AG, however, do not rely on any new
~
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information or raise any new arguments whatsoeverY Instead, they simply repeat the very same

arguments the Resellers and AG raised in the earlier round of comments six months ago, based

on the very same information that has been available to them since the earlier proceeding before

the DPUC last summer. Given the fact that the same arguments have been before the

Commission for six months, the fact that those arguments have been answered in Springwich's

earlier comments and reply comments, and the fact that the statutory deadline for a Commission

decision is fast approaching, Springwich does not intend to burden the record or the Commission

with a point-by-point refutation of each of the arguments repeated in this latest round. Instead,

Springwich will simply address generally the erroneous standards which the Resellers and AG

seek to have the Commission use in considering the DPUC Petition.

11 Indeed, the bulk of the Reseller's filing is an un-redacted copy of the Reply Comments
they filed on October 19, 1994 in this proceeding. While the Supplemental Comments imply that
the un-redacted version could not have been filed until the Bureau issued the First Confidentiality
Order on January 25, 1995 (DA 95-111), that is incorrect. Pursuant to the DPUC's Protective
Order, parties to that proceeding, including Resellers, were permitted to use confidential
information in filings before the Commission subject to the requirement that:

12. . .. To the extent that the Department or any Recipient seeks to use Confidential
Information provided hereunder in filings before the FCC, they shall do so together with
a request for confidential treatment of the Confidential Information, which request shall
indicate to the FCC the existence of this [Protective] Order.

But for the fact that Springwich does not seek to further distract the Commission from its
consideration of the important questions in this docket, and the fact that the un-redacted Reply
Comments do not offer any arguments which the Commission will find persuasive, Springwich
believes that a motion to strike the Reply Comments would be in order, given the grossly
untimely nature of the filing, and the fact that, having been based on material available before
their October 19, 1994 filing date, Resellers do not comply with the Commission's First
Confidentiality Order permitting new comments on material filed by the DPUC on January 20,
1995.

- 2 -



_ .....1·;,,-

DISCUSSION

Perhaps the most telling example of the erroneous underpinning the AG's and Resellers'

position is the argument of the AG that, "[a]lthough evidence may support alternative

conclusions," the DPUC Petition should be granted "[a]s long as there is supporting evidence for

the DPUC's position. II AG Supplemental Comments at 10. While the AG may be correct as to

the standard to be applied by a reviewing court to an agency decision, that is not the standard

to be applied by the Commission where the Congress has expressed an clear federal intent to

create regulatory parity in mobile services and to enhance competition by preempting state

regulation of commercial mobile services, including cellular services. Contrary to the AG's

proposed standard, the Budget Act requires that a state demonstrate that (1) "market conditions

with respect to [CMRS] services fail to protect subscribers adequately from unjust and

unreasonable rates" and (2) continued state regulation is "necessary to ensure that such rates are

just and reasonable."2/ The Commission has therefore correctly held that the states will need to

clear "substantial hurdles" to overcome the federal "mandate for regulatory parity."~f That

2/ 47 U.S.C. §§ 332(c)(3)(A) and 332(c)(3)(B).

~ In the Matter of Implementation ofSections 3(n) and 332 of the Communications Act,
Regulatory Treatment ofMobile Services (Second Report and Order), 9 FCC Red. 1411, , 23
(1994):

states must, consistent with the statute, clear substantial hurdles if they seek to continue
or initiate rate regulation of CMRS providers. While we recognize that states have a
legitimate interest in protecting the interests of telecommunications users in their
jurisdictions, we also believe that competition is a strong protector of these interests and
that state regulation in this context could inadvertency become as [sic] a burden to the
development of this competition. Our preemption rules will help promote investment in

(continued...)
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----
standard has not been met. Instead, as the Resellers also concede, and then ignore,~ the

Connecticut proceeding at best contains contradictory evidence upon which the DPUC was unable

to reach any conclusions. Such inconclusive findings in no way clear the "substantial hurdle"

established by Congress to justify continued rate regulation which frustrates the Congressional

goal of establishing regulatory parity among existing CMRS carriers and new market entrants

such as Nextel, the new A and B Block broadband PCS licensees, and others.if

A review of the Decision setting forth the DPUC's basis for seeking continued regulation

indicates that the Department was unable, based on an extensive record, to make any evidentiary

findings of anti-competitive or discriminatory conduct. Instead, the DPUC merely identified a

number of areas in which the DPUC was confronted with conflicting record evidence which it

lI(...continued)
the wireless infrastructure by preventing burdensome and unnecessary state regulatory
practices that impede our federal mandate for regulatory parity.

~ E.g., Reseller Supplemental Comments at 2 ("Because of the disparity in the "reasonable"
rate of return figures suggested by the wholesale carriers on the one hand and the resellers, on
the other, the [DPUC] concluded that it should hold additional hearings to determine what a
"reasonable" rate should be.").

if Since the DPUC Petition and the initial round of comments in this proceeding, Nextel has
demonstrated its presence in Connecticut by its active participation in the DPUC's ongoing Area
Code 203 exhaust proceeding. Also, as part of the New York and Boston MTAs, the Connecticut
market learned just this week that WirelessCo (Sprint/TCI/Cox/Comcast) will be a broadband
PCS licensee in Connecticut (both in the New York and Boston MTAs), and that AT&T Wireless
will be a broadband PCS licensee in the Boston MTA. (In addition, another broadband PCS
pioneer preference licensee, Omnipoint, will compete in the New York MTA.) Clearly, these
carriers, all of whom will be well-fmanced, experienced industry participants, will be formidable
(and unregulated) CMRS competitors.
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seeks to review prior to discontinuing regulation.~ The Department's Petition therefore simply

seeks continued regulation to permit it to investigate further the Connecticut market conditions

-- precisely because the DPUC has not concluded, and therefore has not met its burden under the

Budget Act to show that market conditions in Connecticut "fail to protect subscribers adequately

from unjust or unreasonable rates or rates that are unjustly or unreasonably discriminatory." 47

U.S.C. § 332(c)(3)(A).

The AG's Supplemental Comments note the comprehensive and thorough nature of the

DPUC's investigation of the wholesale cellular market which led to the Decision. AG

Supplemental Comments at 9. Springwich agrees that the Department's investigation was

comprehensive. Given the depth and breadth of that investigation, however, it is particularly

striking that all of the reseller allegations of anti-competitive behavior were found by the DPUC

to be inconclusive at best. Given the high-powered microscope applied to the Connecticut

marketplace and the inconclusiveness of the reseller allegations, on one hand, and the declining

rates and improving service which have prevailed on the other hand, the very thoroughness of

the DPUC's investigation should lead the Commission to conclude just the opposite from the

result urged by the AG and Resellers -- Connecticut is a marketplace functioning efficiently and

effectively. There were no findings that the rates of the carriers are unjust or unreasonable,lI no

~ E.g., Decision, DPUC Investigation Into the Connecticut Cellular Service Market and the
Status of Competition, DPUC Docket No. 94-03-27, at 27, 32 (Aug. 8, 1994). A copy of the
Decision was appended to the DPUC's Petition filed at the FCC.

1/ Since the inception of cellular service, wholesale cellular prices in Connecticut have
declined steadily within the range of rates permitted by the carriers' approved DPUC tariffs,

(continued...)
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findings that the carriers are earning supra-competitive profits,~ and the only allegations of anti-

competitive conduct were admittedly "inconclusive."21 Indeed, there could be no such fmdings

since, as set forth in detail in Attachment 2 hereto, application of the Commission's eight Second

Report and Order criteria to the Connecticut marketplace demonstrates conclusively that the

market is vigorously competitive and will imminently become more so as the new PCS and

ESMR licensees enter the market. See n. 5, supra.

1/(...continued)
without a single increase within the permissible range. These decreases have been substantial,
and have taken place both as changes to the carriers' effective rates and as promotional offerings
(which promotions have often become permanent). A comprehensive list of the tariff changes,
including rate decreases and promotions, which have been instituted by Springwich since it began
service is appended as Attachment 1 hereto. (Attachment 1 updates the list which was contained
in Exhibit 7 to Springwich's initial Comments, filed September 19, 1994.) See also Springwich
Brief at 15-16. Retail rates in Connecticut are not regulated.

~ As noted above, the DPUC did not find that the rates of return of the wholesale cellular
carriers are unjust or unreasonable. One of the issues which the DPUC seeks to investigate
further, however, is the seemingly disparate rates of return calculated using the audited financial
statements of the carriers, on one hand, and reseller witnesses on the other. As described in
Springwich's initial Brief, that "disparity" was only produced through gross manipulations of
audited financial results in at least five arbitrary and self-serving ways by the resellers, including
the substitution of one carrier's expenses for the other's in order to inflate the rate of return -- a
tactic that, given the relative size and economies of scale of the two Connecticut carriers, is
equivalent to inserting MCl's costs into AT&T's financial results in order to arrive at a
supra-competitive AT&T rate of return. See Springwich Brief at 28-31.

21 The only allegations ofanti-competitive conduct emanated from two cellular resellers who
have a vested interest in the continued regulation of the wholesale carriers. See Springwich Brief
at 39-42; Springwich Reply Brief at 15-20.
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CONCLUSION

The standard in the Budget Act for granting an exception from Congress' mandate for

regulatory parity in CMRS regulation and preemption of intrastate rate regulation of CMRS is

clear. A state must demonstrate that: (1) competitive conditions are inadequate to protect

consumers; and that (2) continued rate regulation will provide the necessary protection. The

evidence presented to the Commission, however, demonstrates that competitive market conditions

in Connecticut, and not regulation, have produced just and reasonable wholesale cellular rates that

have been marked by wholesale rate reductions and continuous network investment and have

resulted in exploding subscriber growth.

Indeed, even after extensive hearings, the Department could not reach a contrary

conclusion, nor did it determine that market conditions are inadequate in Connecticut to protect

consumers against unjust or unreasonable rates or that the claims of anti-competitive conduct and

discrimination alleged by a few cellular resellers were valid. The Department merely determined

that further investigation of these issues was warranted.

The Commission, on the other hand, is required by Congress to weigh the evidence

presented and, in order to sustain the Petition, it must determine that specific evidence exists to

support the unsupported conclusions asserted by several commenters -- but not reached by the

Department. Based upon the evidence presented by Springwich, the other cellular carriers, and

several other commenters in this docket, the Commission must instead conclude that the evidence

in fact supports just the opposite: that Connecticut is a vigorously competitive market in which

competition -- and not regulation -- is providing and will continue to provide consumers with
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high quality, declining cost mobile telephone service. For these reasons, the Commission must

deny the Petition.

Respectfully submitted,

ian LKiddoo

Peter 1. Tyrrell, Esq.
Springwich Cellular Limited Partnership
227 Church Street
Room 1021
New Haven, CT 06510

Dated: March 17, 1995

137559.1
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SCI/SPRINGWICR PARTNERSHIP WHOLISALa TARt•• CBANQ.'

E!!ectlve
Jat,e

Jl :'6/85

:16/14/85

08/02/85

OS/23/86

07/01/86

07/21/86

07/06/87

10/13/87

Effeet,lve
Rates

Tar1.ff "
Effeetl-ve
Rate.

TanH

Tar1.ff "
Effective
Rate.

Tari!!

Tariff

Decket
iJ'umber

84-08-16

none

none

86-03-12

none

none

none

none

oe,ep,ctign

Orl-ginal tariff approval

1) Allow for temporary
suspen.ion of cellular
number upon requeat of end-u.er.

2) Reduce mini.. U8age
requirement froa 150 to 100
m1.nute. per maDth.

3) Text change to allow
directory liati.Dg. to 0-
accepted fr~ the end-user rather
than the .Ub.criber (re.eller).

Reduce monthly cellular number
charge by $7.00 for each tier.

Introduction of Att.-pt Charge for
incomplete call. of le.. than one
minute duration

Revl.ed headar aDd text, all page.,
to say SNIT Cellular, Inc.

1) Reduce cDaZge for Speed calling
from $2.50 to S~.25 per maDth.

2) Introduce thr.. cueto- calling
feature.:
Call WaitiDg, call PorwarcUng,
and Conference calliDg.

3) Introduce 1n1tial Period Charge
a••ociated v1eh call Waiting
and Call ro~ feature•.

Revision to CSQA Map

Revision to CSQA Map
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!tt.c~iY. Oocke~

pie. IypI N"'IM' gl.FFiAAipn

OJ/30/'. rarUt Ii 87-10-23 1) r1..1bl1lty ~o otf.r frac~ionl1

IttlC~1'" alnut. bUl1A9.
Ra~•• 2 ) Chante ion .1A~/"'~

for ba.lc ~ice and r&ftge ot
Fa~•• tor optional f.atur•••

3) Two additional rat. baftCII for
c.llular n~r. and u.....

4) Chan91 ion reate of rac.. iD
el\. AtC",- CbaFte.

5) Th. offw109 of diac:ount. on
c.llular n...-.r. and u.....

05/11/81 Pra.o~ion non. ror thr.. eoa~b••
1) Su.pend n~ ~i.,acion or

••"1ce renoral cbaEte.
2) JlId\ac. ra~ Dr " per ..nCI\.
3) Su."nd ·Bot L1ftI- ope1onal

f.atuFt raC' tad cbaF9l.

05/15/.9 Prc.oc1on nODI Prc.ocion A. fOr 3 MonCh.,
1) Su.ptftd SlF9lce

AcCl.aCiOD~
2) JlId\ace cellular ......r Rac••

(baad l-I~ Dr '3 pee
..nch/n~, for all n~r.
in ,,"ice.

Pr~i.on I. roc 1 _Cb.,
1) PIg feFi.OlI V.... Rac••

crediCed vlCb 100 peak .lnuc••
(I S.33/.1A~ foe .ach new n~r
that r...1AI act1.. , -aach••

2) C.l1Ylar~ bC..
(band 1-1 ~ NducICI by U per
taOnth/n~, taCb new n~c
aC:Cl.,aCed.

06/02/89 TU'Uf "-01-11 Oio.conclnUl ...... call- opelonal
f.acur. du. co new type of .-lcch
in.callaC1OD.
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Eff.ctiv. Dock.t
cft, type Mump.,

03/05/90 Pr~C1on non.

07/01/90 .ffecelve nODe
R.c••

12/1'/'0 Tarlff 90-11-10

12/31/'0 Pco.o~1oft nODe

03/20/'1 Tarlff 91-02-12

C'lcriptien

roc t.n monCh. (Chru 12/31/90):
R•••ll.c cec.lv.. S66 ccedLC pec
n.c acCLv.CLoft 1ft ~nCh acc1vated,
addlClon.l S" pec nec acC1v.c10n,
it n~e IClll aecLve liZ aonenl
laC.e.

1) A n.oo cedunloa 1n Chi c.llul.1'
nWIDII' c.C.. ~ _ftCh pee nWIDII'
fol' all c'~l9Oel•••

2) AS. 01 clChftloft 1n Chi pe&I& and
oft-peak u.... c.~•• pee a1Au~,

fol' all C'~l9Ocl•••

Add L~cehtl.l. and Wlndh.. COUA~1..
(RSA.) co elCYle. ar...

ror' ehl''' _~U.
Su.pend~ AcCl••~lon 01'
S'I"'Ii.e. ".oe&1 eftacge .nd
·Ho~ LJ.M- opcloul t ..cu. cae.
and char".

~e _ft~bly 1Iia~ u.... -.111109
~equi.c_t f~ 100 CO 7' .u.nuC"
pee c.llulae ft~.

04/15/91 1) Su."'"~ AcCl••~lOft oe
R••coc.l~ foe 3 _nch••

2) S,. credlt foe each mew
anl••c1Oa ...... Oft&' 3 ...~h
ac 532/_.

J) S,. ccedle pee nee n~ of
.e~i.v.el.... ~~ • _cb
peci.ad (4/11-10/11) pcovided
c.llulae~~ln•
• cC1V1 foe .....Ch••

• ) Su.pend IIot 101M laC. and
Cft.c91 foe peeLod 4/15/'1 •
12/31/91.
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Eff.cti.ve Dock.t
cU· 1'yM Nurnaa·r g••sri._ien

10/24/91 T.~itf , 90-01-0J If_ chan9. to Sp~i.n9"'ich.

Iff.ctiv.
R.t••

01/03/92 'rc.otioft non. Iv.pend Bot Lin. char;. tor
peciod 1/3/92 - 12/31/92.

01/15/92 Iffect 1..,. non. tGwe~ .... I Otf-"ak 0••9.
R.t•• r.t•• by '.01 pe~ ti.~.

05/01/92 'rc.otioft non. lu.pend ~~ Activ.tioD
and "'tor.l C~.
5/1/92 - 12/31/92.

07/01/92 Iffective noft. (1) r.o.-u ..ak • Off-....
Rat•• v.... ~.t•• by '.03 par

t1....
(2) AcC1vat. Lenqt1'l at Senic.

o18COWlt, lUXiJDWa • 1. 5'

07/01/92 'rCllOC1011 none (1) -.i.. lYe. Orde~ Ch.n;e/
' ..tu~ Act1.acioft Ch.~9.,

aDd
(2) -.i.. all -ollt1'lly Opti.on.l

"'t~ c:nucae.'
1/1/92 - 12/31/.2.

12/30/92 'fui.ff • 92-10-0' Ifti.~i..l '-c1od Ch~ to be

.ff.-l.. rated ac one-halt .pplicaDle

..c_ u.... raC••

01/04/93 'E Ci._ none .'1........ 101M ChUge for
peelod 1/4/93-12/31/93 •

09/13/'J • "'-1.. none ...... cellul~ "uaD8~ R.t••.... by 12.00 pu t1.~•

09/13/93 '~1_ none fo~ peclod 9/13/93-3/31/94:
(1)~ ncluc:. cellvlar
~ lAt•• by $2.00 pe~

ti.ec.
(2) -.i... noa-~~&'in9

c.......

09/15/93 T~itf noft. • Ua1Aac. tM -oftth1y au.n1.lllUli
v.... &'equi~...nt.



Eff.ctiv.
pat.

04/01/94

06/27/94

08/12/94

08/17/94

11/01/94

01/01/95

Type

Promotion

Effect;.'!e
Rat:es &.
Promot.1.on

Tariff

Eff.ct.iv.
Rat••

Bff.ctiv.
Rat••

Bff.ctiv.
Rat••

Docket
Number

none

none

94-03-27

non.

non.

non.
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Je'cr;pti.OD.

Suspend Hot Lin. charg.
for p.riod 4/1/94-3/31/95.

2 ~ontinu, promctional
reduction of C.llular NUmb.r
Rat. by $2.00 p.r ti.r for
per1.od 4/1/94-12/31/94.

1) Reduc. Cellular NUmber
charg. rat•• by $2.00
p.r ti.r (making the promotion
eff.ctiv. 4/1/94 an .ff.ctiv.
rat. chaD9') .

2) Promotion to reduc. off p.ak
u.Ig. rlt. to $0.05 p.r minute
(Ill ti.r.) for period 6/27/94­
10/31/94.

Ching. Idvanc. aocice period
from thirty dayw to five day•.

R.duc. C.llullr ~r
charg. rat.. by AD lverag. of
35' p.r ti.r.

R.due. C.llular~ charg. rat••
to $10.50 aero•• all 901~ ti.~.

(~.duciDg ~at•• iD ~ lowe.t voluae
ti.r by 22', and an a••rag. of 12'
aero•• all ti.r.).

Extend pr.-otion waJ..J.1I9 QOA­

r.curring charg•• through JuD. 30,
1995.
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A comparison of the competitive conditions in the Connecticut cellular market with the

factors identified by the FCC 1 S Second Report and Order as pertinent to its examination of a

CMRS market demonstrate that market forces in Connecticut will adequately protect subscribers

against unjust and unreasonable rates and rates that are unjustly or unreasonably discriminatory.

(i)

•

•

•

•

•

•

The number of CMRS providers in the state, the types of services offered by
CMRS providers in the state, and the period of time that these providers
have offered service in the state

There are multiple CMRS providers in Connecticut today.

Springwich has been providing wholesale cellular service in Connecticut since
1985.

The Metro Mobile companies began providing intrastate wholesale cellular
services in 1987 and were acquired by Bell Atlantic in 1992.

At the retail level, fifteen resellers offer unregulated retail cellular services to
consumers in Connecticut.

In addition to cellular services, there are over 40 companies that provide paging
services in Connecticut.

SMR services also are currently available in Connecticut and tower sites have
been constructed by Nextel for its ESMR service that is expected to be available
in Connecticut in 1995. (Indeed, NexteI recently confirmed its presence in
Connecticut by its active participation in an ongoing DPUC proceeding regarding
Area Code 203 exhaust.)



(ii)

•

•

•

•

•
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The number of customers of each CMRS provider in the state; trends in each
provider's customer base during the most recent annual period or other data
covering another reasonable period if annual data is unavailable; and annual
revenues and rates of return for each CMRS provider

The number of reseller customers of the wholesale cellular providers have
increased from eight to fifteen since 1985.

End user subscriber growth in Connecticut over the past five years has averaged
in the double digits.

In the last 14 months new end user subscriber growth has increased 100 percent.

Subscriber growth has been shared among the resellers and not been limited to the
retail affiliates of the wholesale providers.

The rates of return of each of the wholesale cellular providers, when calculated
from actual historic audited financial information (and based on the carriers'
reasonable projections for future years) are reasonable.

(iii) Rate information for each CMRS provider, including trends in each provider's rates
during the most recent annual period or other data covering another reasonable
period if annual data is unavailable

• The rates of the wholesale cellular providers have continually decreased in
Connecticut in line with cellular price decreases nationwide. In 1993 and in 1994
the price decreases have continued. (See Attachment 1.)

• The retail cellular market in Connecticut has been characterized by the
introduction of new lower-priced service plans and relative stability in basic plan
rates, while the networks have continued to provide additional value for the same
basic plan price.
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(iv) An assessment of the extent to which services offered by the CMRS providers the
state proposes to regulate are substitutable for services offered by other carriers in
the state

• Paging services currently provide a level of substitution for cellular services in
Connecticut.

• The six narrowband PCS licenses recently awarded will increase and enhance the
paging services already available in Connecticut.

• Connecticut also is expected to be one of the first markets for Nextel's ESMR
service that will be interoperable with other services including cellular and
landline services. Nextel currently has constructed tower sites in Connecticut and
is expected to begin offering service in Connecticut in early 1995. (Nextel has
confirmed its presence in Connecticut by actively participating in a DPUC area
code docket..)

• Broadband PCS also will provide a substitutable service for cellular service.

• Connecticut is one of the primary markets for PCS due to its location between the
New York and Boston metropolitan areas and its per capita income which is the
highest in the nation.

• Broadband PCS licenses for the A and B Block New York and Boston MTAs
have been awarded to WirelessCo (Sprint/TCIICox/Comcast) (New York and
Boston), AT&T Wireless (Boston), and a pioneer preference licensee (Omnipoint).

(v) Opportunities for new providers to enter into the provision of competing services,
and an analysis of any barriers to such entry

•

•

New providers of CMRS will IlQt face any barriers to entry into the Connecticut
market and are likely to aggressively offer CMRS services in the state due to the
attractive demographic characteristics of the market, including Connecticut I s
ranking as the state with the highest per capita income.

The Department only regulates wholesale cellular service providers licensed by
the FCC.
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• Other mobile services, including ESMR and PCS and retail cellular are not and
will not be regulated by the Department.

• The Budget Act preempts all state entry regulation of CMRS providers.

(vi) Specific allegations of fact regarding anti-competitive or discriminatory practices or
behavior by CMRS providers in the state

• The wholesale cellular carriers have not engaged in anti-competitive or
discriminatory practices.

• Structural separation between the wholesale and retail cellular carriers is not
required by the FCC or State law. Springwich has adopted structural separation
safeguards.

• The few allegations of anti-competitive or discriminatory conduct emanate
primarily from a reseller in financial distress whose credibility and veracity are
in serious question.

(vii) Evidence, information, and analysis demonstrating with particularity instances of
systematic unjust and unreasonable rates, or rates that are unjust or unreasonably
discriminatory, imposed upon CMRS subscribers. Such evidence should include an
examination of the relationship between rates and costs. Additionally, evidence of
a pattern of such rates, that demonstrates the inability of the CMRS marketplace in
the state to produce reasonable rates through competitive forces will be considered
especially probative

• The record does not contain any evidence of instances of systematic unjust and
unreasonable rates or rates that are unjust or unreasonably discriminatory.

• The evidence demonstrates a continuing decline in wholesale cellular rates while
network investment by the wholesale carriers continues to increase.

• Forecasts predict future price decreases as the product of new competition, new
spectrum-based services and the conversion by the wholesale carriers to digital
technology.
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• The reasonable rates of return by both carriers demonstrate that rates are
reasonable and that the competition between the carriers today and the impending
arrival of new competition will continue to produce reasonable rates.

(viii) Information regarding customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction with services offered
by CMRS providers, including statistics and other information about complaints filed
with the state regulatory commission.

• The continual double digital growth of cellular penetration demonstrates the
general level of customer satisfaction with cellular services.

• The wholesale carriers are continuing to make network investments such as
increasing cell density to ensure that resellers are able to retain and grow their
subscribership,

• The record does not contain any evidence of statistics or complaints from cellular
end users in Connecticut. The only isolated complaints are from resellers who
seek to use the regulatory process to ensure they earn a profit in a controlled
regulatory market rather than face their uncertain future in a truly competitive
market.
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